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Opening Remarks 

Mr. McDade. The committee will come to order. 

Let me say, as we begin our hearings for the fiscal year 
that, first of all, I'm delighted to have so many great members 
serving on this committee. I'm sure, as my friend Martin knows, 
that they are quality people, and we'll get a good bill out. 

I'm particularly pleased to have my long-time friend, Vic 
Fazio, serving as my ranking minority member. He does a great 
j ob . 

I guess there couldn't be a more appropriate time to be 
having this hearing. 

I picked up the Washington Post this morning and read about 
all the disasters in these seven States, people killed, et 
cetera, et cetera, and I think there are four to five members 
of this committee directly affected by the events taking place 
in these States, and apparently, if they're correct about the 
height of the Ohio River, we're going to hear a lot more about 
it . 

[The information follows:] 


[Page 2--The official Committee record contains additional material here. 

Our colleague. Jay Dickey, who is from the State of 
Arkansas, is with the President as we speak, en route to 
Arkansas because of the terrible disaster that occurred down 
there . 



So we're delighted to have you, Martin, here. As a former 
colleague, we're delighted that you're running this 
organization. We look forward to working with you. 

We recommend that you put your statement into the record 
and proceed as you wish. And you also. General, put your 
statement in the record and proceed as you wish. The podium is 
yours, Martin. Tell us what's happening. 

STATEMENT OF H. MARTIN LANCASTER 

Mr. Lancaster. Mr. Chairman and members of the 
subcommittee, thank you very much for allowing us to appear 
before you. We are very pleased to be here with a new team, 
with you as the new chairman and Mr. Fazio as the new ranking 
member, and with several new members of the committee as well. 

But we have a new team at the Corps of Engineers, too. This 
is the first time that Major General Joe Ballard will be 
testifying as Chief of Engineers, and that--I said Major 
General--Lieutenant General. I've already demoted him. 

[Laughter . ] 

I guess I'm not doing so well after all. [Laughter.] 

And Major General Russ Fuhrman, the Director of Civil 
Works; also, Fred Caver is new as well, who is our Programs 
Management Division Chief. 

Mr. McDade. Let me just say, Martin, that I had the 
pleasure of speaking with your associates as we were preparing 
for the hearing, as well as other members of the Corps, and 
we're proud of them; they're doing a great job. 

Mr. Lancaster. Thank you. 

Mr. McDade. We look forward to working with them as well. 

Mr. Lancaster. Thank you. It is a good team, and as you can 
see, arrayed behind us are our division commanders from around 
the country who also complete that team and provide us great 
support in preparation for this hearing, but, more importantly, 
provide great support every day in providing for the various 
needs of the people of this country that the Corps addresses. 

As you've indicated, we do have a longer statement, but for 
the record. If you would admit in its complete form, I will 
summarize at this point. 

Mr. McDade. Without objection, Martin. We're delighted to 
have your summary. 

Mr. Lancaster. Thank you. 

On February 6, the President transmitted to Congress his 
budget for Fiscal Year 1998, along with planning targets for 
the outyears . The President's five-year budget plan supports a 
steady funding level for the Civil Works Program over the next 
five years, and this is good news for us. This will enable the 
Army Corps of Engineers to more accurately predict funding 
availability and better plan for the future. 

The President's 1998 civil works budget includes $3.7 
billion in discretionary appropriations. This amount exceeds 
the 1997 appropriation by about $180 million. However, due to 
proposed changes in financing procedures for new starts, the 
amount to be spent in 1998 is estimated to be about $280 
million less than the 1997 spending level. 

The 1998 budget proposes a transition to full upfront 
funding of all civil works projects with two new proposals. The 



first proposal is to full upfront fund all of the Federal share 
of construction new starts and other new work, including new 
starts in continuing authorities programs. 

The second proposal involves advance appropriation during 
the 1998 Fiscal Year of amounts required in each year from 1999 
through 2002 for 65 ongoing projects scheduled for completion 
during that timeframe. These proposals, full upfront funding of 
new starts and full funding through advance appropriations for 
projects nearing completion, will allow construction to proceed 
on a predictable and efficient schedule, resulting in savings 
for both the non-Federal sponsor and the Federal Government. 

The administration currently is reviewing the proposals of 
a number of agencies, including the Army Civil Works Program 
for Fiscal Year 1997 emergency supplemental appropriations. 
Those appropriations will fund repairs to eligible non- 
federally-operated and maintained levies and other flood and 
storm damage reduction facilities in the States affected by 
major California and Pacific Northwest floods of late 1996 and 
early 1997. 

In light of the natural disasters of the past week which 
you have just referred to, Mr. Chairman, the administration is 
now considering how to respond to the needs of those 
communities. Do we go forward with the supplemental that is now 
under consideration immediately and come back with another 
supplemental in a few weeks or do we hold up the submission of 
the supplemental until we can gather the information needed to 
respond to the needs of these additional States that have now 
been significantly impacted. That is under study at OMB now, 
and a decision has not yet been made. 

But back to California; we are continuing discussions with 
OMB and other Federal agencies on a possible reprogramming of 
1997 funds within the general investigations account to 
undertake a comprehensive basin investigation of flood damage 
reduction and associated environmental restoration in the 
Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins in California. In 
addition to this study, the Corps plans to apply available 1997 
funding under the Flood Plain Management Services Program to 
undertake a small communities investigation that specifically 
addresses flood damage reduction solutions for smaller 
communities within the flood-affected areas of these two river 
basins . 

The 1998 budget would fund a program that balances a number 
of high-priority interests and objectives. Investments in water 
resources infrastructure development are balanced with 
investments in watershed and other environmental restoration. 
Continued funding to complete ongoing projects and studies is 
balanced with investment in new high-priority infrastructure 
and environmental projects. Continued maintenance and 
rehabilitation of existing projects is balanced with 
construction of new water resources development projects to 
serves society's current and future needs. 

The 1998 budget continues the Corps' historical role as a 
problem-solver for the Nation. The 1998 budget includes $380 
million to fully fund the Federal share of the proposed new 
investments, including $15 million to fully fund an unspecified 
number of new starts in the Continuing Authorities Program and 
the section 1135 Environmental Restoration Program. However, in 



the planning targets for the Civil Works Program for Fiscal 
Year 1999 through 2002, the amount of $200 million annually is 
set aside to fully fund the Federal share of new start 
construction projects, major rehabilitations, and other new 
work . 

The 1998 budget provides full upfront funding for the 
following new investments: ten new surveys, seven regular 
construction new starts, two major rehabilitation new starts, 
two resumptions of previously-started construction, and one dam 
safety assurance new start. 

Like the civil works budget last year, in order to reduce 
the budgetary impact of new preconstruction engineering and 
design efforts and guarantee sponsor commitment to new PEDs, 
all new PEDs are budgeted at 75 percent of their expected 1998 
cost, based on the policy that the non-Federal sponsors will 
concurrently finance the remaining 25 percent. Moreover, 
fairness to non-Federal sponsors who agree to concurrently 
finance their share of budgeted PEDs requires that we 
consistently apply this policy to any new PED or PED-like 
project added to the program by Congress. 

The 1998 budget proposes funding for several provisions of 
the Water Resources Development Act of 1996, including two new 
starts: the American River Flood Damage Reduction Project and 
the Everglades and South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Program, 
as well as $2 million for section 206, Aquatic Ecosystem 
Restoration, a new program. Overall, the budget includes $120 
million for the restoration of the Everglades and South Florida 
Ecosystem, including $75 million to fully fund the newly- 
authorized program of critical restoration projects. 

The 1998 budget requests $164.3 million for Corps 
activities related to salmon species indigenous to the Columbia 
River Basin, including $127 million for the Columbia River Fish 
Mitigation Project. 

Throughout the year, the Army advises the Appropriations 
subcommittees of plans to reprogram funds among projects to 
more efficiently use available funding. In the current funding 
constrained environment, the need to give priority in 
reprogramming to payments owed to current contractors may limit 
somewhat the Corps' ability to take advantage of other 
opportunities to expedite work or, in extreme cases, even 
maintain announced schedules. The Corps' ability to reprogram 
funds is more critical than ever when funding is constrained. 
Your continued support of the Corps ' current reprogramming 
authorities is essential to maintain this management 
flexibility . 

In conclusion, I would emphasize my commitment to work with 
this subcommittee, others in Congress, the broader array of 
interests within the administration, and the non-Federal 
partners of civil works projects to develop a new consensus on 
the priorities for the Civil Works Program to ensure that the 
Army Corps of Engineers continues to serve the vital interest 
of the Nation by providing efficient priority investments in 
public infrastructure and environmental restoration. Moreover, 
this must be achieved in a way that supports and contributes to 
the President's commitment to the balanced budget. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee. 
This concludes my statement. 



[The prepared statement of Mr. Lancaster follows:] 


[Pages 7 - 24--The official Committee record contains additional material 
here . ] 


STATEMENT OF LTG BALLARD 

Mr. McDade. Martin, thank you for a fine statement. We 
appreciate it, and there's lots we can agree with and maybe a 
little bit we might even disagree with, but well done, either 
way . 

Mr. Lancaster. Thank you. 

Mr. McDade. General Ballard, the same circumstance; we 
would appreciate it if you would file your full statement for 
the record and then proceed informally as you wish, in the 
interest of saving time. 

General Ballard. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman and 
members of the subcommittee, I'm pleased to be testifying on 
the President's Fiscal Year 1998 budget for the Civil Works 
Program, and I'm honored to be appearing before you for the 
first time as the Chief of Engineers. 

Thanks to your great support, the Civil Works Program is 
strong, is balanced, and is highly productive. I look forward 
to our continued partnership in this essential program that is 
so beneficial to our great Nation. 

I plan to be an active player in this arena. I have already 
met with several of you, and I intend to meet with everyone 
when I can get on your calendar. I plan to maintain a steady 
dialog with you on issues and areas of mutual importance. 

Mr. Chairman, with your permission, as you suggested, I 
will now summarize my complete statement. My summarized 
statement covers four topics: division restructuring, the 
Fiscal Year 1998 Civil Works Program budget, improvement of 
business processes, and the Civil Works Program execution. 

First, I want to take a few minutes to discuss division 
restructuring. I know that there is a great deal of interest in 
that area, and I want to hit that upfront. You have each 
previously been provided an outline of the plan. Rather than 
spending time describing it, I would like to address the plan's 
background and its merits. I want to make several points during 
the discussion on restructuring. 

The first point is that we've been trying to restructure 
since 1989 without success, but, with your help, I believe that 
this plan can succeed. 

The second point is that during the intervening years the 
Corps has made many significant reductions in its workforce, 
particularly at the division and the headquarters level. Much 
of the large savings envisioned as a result of division office 
restructuring have been, of necessity, achieved through other 
steps. The savings are reflected in the budget request. 

The third point is--and I think equally important is--that 
many other efficiency actions are on hold pending resolution of 
restructuring. We can't effectively proceed without knowing the 



outcome . 

Finally, the ongoing restructuring initiative has taken its 
toll on our employees and their morale, since there's a great 
deal of uncertainty about what will happen. It is important for 
all of those reasons that we come to closure on this issue. 

The plan submitted to you by the Secretary of the Army is 
executable. It responds to all of the requirements of the law. 

It assures continued presence in key areas, allows us to 
drawdown in selective areas. It maintains watershed integrity 
and optimizes our support to the Army and Air Force, which are 
also major considerations. 

Let me discuss some key points on resourcing. The Corps has 
already made significant reductions in executive direction and 
management workforce since 1989. We achieved these reductions 
through downsizing and reorganization initiatives independent 
of formal restructuring. From 1989 to the present, we reduced 
the size of the Corps' headquarters by 24 percent, and as a 
result of this action, the Corps' headquarters now accounts for 
less than 2 percent of the total civil works workforce, making 
it one of the leanest headquarters of any agency in Washington. 

In October 1996, the Corps completed a major division 
office reorganization initiative. We divested the divisions of 
operating functions such as technical review, and we eliminated 
duplications of effort. A typical division headquarters has 
been reduced from 90 Civil Works Program-funded FTEs to 76. In 
total, the Corps has reduced its general expense workforce by 
29 percent since 1989. 

The current plan, when implemented, will provide a 
framework from within which we can continue to draw down 
without hurting program execution. It allows us to 
appropriately shape the workforce consistent with program 
workloads . 

I want to thank you for your continued support in this 
difficult area. I strongly feel the plan we presented is the 
best one for the Corps and sets in place a more efficient 
organizational structure, permitting greater efficiency in the 
future, and I personally solicit your support. 

Turning now to the Civil Works Direct Program, I know that 
you've seen, and your staff has analyzed, the proposed funding 
level. Let me highlight a few points. 

The proposed funding level includes the traditional 
incremental funding plus categories called advance and full 
funding, and as the Secretary has explained, this approach is 
in support of the administration policy to fund upfront all 
Federal investments in fixed assets. 

New funding for Fiscal Year 1998 is larger by $104 million 
than the total appropriation in Fiscal Year 1997. This is 
caused by a funding spike of $380 million due to the full- 
funding initiative. 

Of the proposed funding, 20 percent will come from sources 
other than the Treasury's generalfund. All but 7 million will 
come from nine existing special and trust funds. The one new source is 
a proposed special fund based on fees for permits for commercial 
applicants . 

The overall impact of this budget is positive, given the 
major efforts underway to balance the budget, which is 
important to the Nation. It provides reasonable amounts for the 



Corps' traditional missions. It also provides considerable 
funding for new starts in each of the five years to allow us to 
respond to the Nation's many pressing water resource management 
needs . 

A special concern of mine is our ability to maintain our 
existing civil works infrastructure. The facilities are getting 
older and the dollars are declining. I've tasked Major General 
Fuhrman to make this a special focus area. 

The effect of full funding on construction and our 
relations with our partners will be positive. We will now be 
able to construct projects based on the optimum schedule and 
not prolong them, thereby driving up the cost. This will result 
in lower costs and earlier delivery of these projects, which 
means happier partners, and allow the project benefits to begin 
sooner. It will also provide more certainty in the process, 
which our sponsors will appreciate. 

Mr. Chairman, we have worked hard on improving our business 
processes. There is more detail in the full report, but I'd 
like to highlight three areas as indicative of our ongoing 
efforts . 

First, we have reduced the total review time for decision 
documents from 128 days to 110. Now that's significant, but we 
won't stop there. Secondly, we have reduced the time required 
to complete project cooperation agreements by one-half down to 
60 days. Third, our alternative dispute resolution and 
partnering process have cut contractor claims by 70 percent 
over the last five years. We will actively continue to explore 
innovative ways to cut costs and improve service and value to 
customers . 

Next I'd like to say a few words about the Civil Works 
Program execution. This is a good news story. All of our 
execution rates are above 90 percent, and carryover is 
significantly lower than our historical record. And, as you 
know, these performance measures are critical ones for the 
Corps. We will keep working on this area to sustain good 
performance and improve where possible. 

In conclusion, the President's budget for the Corps of 
Engineers provides stable funding with balance among competing 
priorities. However, we must continue to find ways to reduce 
our costs and shift more of those remaining to direct 
beneficiaries of our services. Meanwhile, we will do our best 
to execute the Civil Works Program for maximum benefit of the 
Nation . 

The recently-implemented improvements in business processes 
have increased our production and customer satisfaction while 
simultaneously enabling us to participate significantly in 
ongoing efforts to downsize government. I'm confident in our 
ability to meet that challenge and continue to benefit our 
great Nation. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. This 
concludes my statement. 

[The prepared statement of General Ballard follows:] 


[Pages 28 - 48--The official Committee record contains additional 
material here.] 



NEGATIVE SUPPLEMENTAL 


Mr. McDade. General, thank you for your very well-delivered 
statement. I'm particularly appreciative, and I'm sure all the 
members of the committee are, in your thoughts about continuing 
a dialog. We view this as a cooperative process, a partnership, 
and we look forward to continuing that dialog with you. 

General Ballard. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McDade. Mr. Secretary, let me begin by saying we all 
knew you had a lot of great engineers in the organization, but 
I didn't know you had such wordsmiths. 

I've been around here 34 years, 32 of them on the 
Appropriations Committee, and this is the first time I've 
encountered the phrase, ''negative supplemental. 1 ' [Laughter.] 

It almost sounds to me like an oxymoron, but we won't get 
into that so much. 

You propose to cancel $50 million in 1997 Construction, 
General funds under this negative supplemental. Is that 
accurate, Mr. Secretary? 

Mr. Lancaster. Yes, sir, that is. We're part of the 
President's budget proposal. 

Mr. McDade. Tell us why the negative supplemental is being 
proposed . 

Mr. Lancaster. This is to help us achieve our funding goal 
for this year, and takes into account the large number of 
projects which are not likely to be undertaken this year, but 
for which funds are earmarked, and, therefore, cannot be 
reprogrammed for other purposes. And so this is a device that 
the Office of Management and Budget has come up with to enable 
us to identify some of these funds to help us achieve this goal 
of balancing the budget. 

Mr. McDade. As I hear you, Mr. Secretary, that request was 
not made by you to the OMB; it was given to you by 0MB. 

Mr. Lancaster. It was not initially a request from our 
office, no, sir. 

Mr. McDade. Is there some reason the proposal wasn't 
identified as a rescission, as would be the normal course for 
such activities? 

Mr. Lancaster. I cannot answer that. We will get you an 
answer for the record on that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McDade. Okay. 

[The information follows:] 

Fiscal Year 1997 ''Negative Supplemental 1 ' 

The proposal to cancel $50,000,000 from the Construction, 
General, account is part of the President's proposal for a 
government-wide supplemental appropriation. It is being made in 
the interest of more fully using funds appropriated for FY97 on 
programs of high priority to the President. 

As part of the proposal for a government-wide supplemental 
appropriation, the $50 million is, in effect, a proposed 
transfer to another agency's program, rather than a rescission. 


PROJECTS IMPACTED BY NEGATIVE SUPPLEMENTAL 



Mr. McDade. Mr. Secretary, can you tell us what projects 
are going to be impacted by this proposal? Can you tell us what 
they are and where they are? Do you have a list of them? 

Mr. Lancaster. It is my understanding that such a list does 
not yet exist. It will be provided at a later date. 

Mr. McDade. Yes, furnish if you will, at your earliest 
convenience, the list, and tell us what the policy was that had 
those particular projects affected when you furnish the list. 

Mr. Lancaster. We will do so, Mr. Chairman. 

[The information follows:] 

Projects Affected by Proposal 

At this time, we have not determined which projects will be 
affected . 


FULL FUNDING PROPOSAL 

Mr. McDade. As you both mentioned, another very sharp 
departure in this year's budget is full funding of new 
construction activities. You started to explain the reasoning 
in terms of efficiency, et cetera. Amplify for the record 
exactly what you think you're accomplishing by going to full 
funding . 

Mr. Lancaster. Yes, sir. First of all, the Corps is one of 
the few Federal agencies that receives incremental funding. 

Most capital budget items are full funded in the other 
appropriations bills that the full committee approves. So we 
would be achieving consistency in a Federal budgeting practice 
if we went to full funding. But the concept is one which we 
believe has a positive impact on our program because it will 
allow us to better plan for our construction if we know that we 
have the full amount of funding upfront and that it will be 
available for us to execute the contract on the most 
expeditious schedule. 

We can use contracts that are the full project instead of 
in segments or in various pieces. If the contractor knows that 
he has the money upfront and is not going to be subject to 
incremental financing by Congress, which may vary from year to 
year, he can give a better price. The local sponsors in our 
communities will know upfront that their project is fully 
funded and will be completed by a date certain, instead of 
again being dependent on incremental funding. So for all these 
reasons, we believe that this is a positive development and one 
that will lead to a better executed construction program for 
the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. McDade. Let me focus on a couple of the items that you 
mentioned. You said that contractors will be more comfortable, 
and of course I suppose they would be. Do you have any evidence 
that contractors inflate their bids because of incremental 
funding? 

Mr. Lancaster. I will ask my colleague, the Chief, or the 
Director of Civil Works if either of them has specific 
evidence. My guess is that it is, rather than specific 
evidence, simply a foregone conclusion that if you aren't 
certain when you're going to be able to complete your project 



and can't plan it through its completion, that you're going to 
build in some wiggle room. But do either of you want to respond 
further? 

General Ballard. Well, my comment, first of all, sir, is we 
have no evidence that contractors have inflated the costs, but 
we realize that most contractors have to borrow money also, and 
time is money. So the longer you stretch out a project, I think 
the greater the cost is to the contractor. 

Russ, you might want to add something to that. 

General Fuhrman. I have nothing further to add to that. 

Mr. McDade. So your testimony is that incremental funding 
increases the cost of a project; is that right? 

General Ballard. I would say that that possibility exists. 

Mr. McDade. Well, but I don't mean to try--I know it's hard 
to give specific evidence 

General Ballard. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McDade [continuing] . And I don't mean to be trying to 
pin you down because, as I said, we're going to dialog together 
and work together, but what does your experience tell you? I 
mean, you've been dealing with a lot of contractors over the 
years in all sorts of civil projects. What does it tell you? 

What does the contractor do when he bids on an incremental 
pro j ect? 

General Fuhrman. If I were a contractor looking at a 
project where I had all of the money on the front end, I would 
go at it from the aspect of laying out that project and doing 
it from the perspective of efficiency and what makes sense in 
approaching that contract from an engineering and construction 
perspective as versus a budget ceiling from year to year. And 
depending on the particular project, there would be occasions 
where there would be efficiencies in that and there would be 
other occasions where there would not be. 

Mr. McDade. Well, give me a typical example of where the 
efficiencies would occur. 

General Fuhrman. For instance, if you take a look at 
Olmstead Lock and Dam that we're constructing right now, 
thecontractor is moving out at a much faster rate than we have money 
programmed for. 

Mr. McDade. Does the incremental bidding cause slips in 
schedule? Do you find slips in schedule caused by incremental 
funding? 

General Fuhrman. I can't think of a particular project 
right now where I could give you a specific on it, but, 
clearly, if you looked at it from the perspective of am I 
constructing this project based on good engineering and 
construction principles as versus budgeting principles, you can 
make the case that 

Mr. McDade. Well, that's the theoretical case, but we're 
looking for reality, and if you have any examples of reality, 
give it to the committee staff and furnish it for the record, 
would you? 

General Fuhrman. Sure. 

Mr. McDade. We invite you to do that on all those 
questions, if you wish to, please. 

[The information follows:] 


Incremental Funding Impacts 



While it is the desire of the Corps to fund projects at the 
most efficient schedules, incremental funding may result in 
projects being funded at less than the optimum rate each year. 
The result of this inefficient construction scheduling is 
higher costs to non-Federal sponsors and the Federal government 
as well as difficulties in project management and scheduling. 
This is most notable during times of constrained budgets like 
we are experiencing now, when budget ceilings do not allow for 
all projects to proceed on schedule while supporting important 
new construction starts. But even in less constrained times, 
project schedules have been extended in some cases to 
accommodate the full range of projects funded. For this reason, 
the Administration believes that providing full upfront funding 
of projects will ensure that future new projects proceed at the 
most efficient schedules possible, providing the best service 
to our local sponsors. Unfortunately, current budget constraint 
limit both our ability to fund ongoing construction projects at 
the optimum levels needed and limit the number of new starts 
that can be funded. 


REPROGRAMMING AUTHORITY 

Mr. McDade. Is there any need to change the reprogramming 
authority to ensure that resources are appropriated for full or 
advanced funding? Do you have sufficient reprogramming 
authority, if the committee decided to go your route? 

Mr. Lancaster. We believe that we do. Our hope is that the 
reprogramming authority that we have will be continued and not 
modified 

Mr. McDade. As is? 

Mr. Lancaster. Yes, sir. 

OUTYEAR NEW CONSTRUCTION FUNDING 

Mr. McDade. In the budget, you indicated in the years after 
Fiscal Year 1998, $200 million will be available each year for 
full funding of construction activities. Won't that limitation 
effectively preclude you from undertaking a significant number 
of projects that would go forward under current procedures? 

Mr. Lancaster. Well, of course, each year will depend on 
what the priorities of Congress are in that particular year. We 
were pleased, though, that the outyears budget does include a 
level of funding for new starts, something that previously has 
not been included in our projections. We believe that 
determining what that appropriate level is is something that 
this committee should determine in consultation with the 
administration, but we believe that this sets at least a marker 
for the next five years that we are going to do new starts, 
that we will continue to be an organization that not only 
operates and maintains what we've built in the past, but that 
we're going to continue to address the needs of the country as 
they come up on a year-to-year basis. And this is a marker, if 
you would, of approximately $200 million per year for five 
years that would be the beginning point for our discussions in 
each year. 

In the past, we have not in outyear projections included 



anything for new starts. Our outyear projections have been 
without regard to new starts, and they have been added, then, 
on a year-to-year basis. And we believe that it's appropriate, 
as we look toward a balanced budget in the year 2002, that we 
plan some level of new starts, so that we don't find ourselves 
in a situation where we are only an organization that does 
operations and maintenance of existing projects, but instead is 
an organization that looks to new needs and new priorities for 
our country. 

Mr. McDade. You look upon it as a floor and not a cap, in 
other words? 

Mr. Lancaster. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McDade. And you don't share the fear that's been 
expressed to me by some of my colleagues that if you put that 
number in, you're going to effectively go out of the lock 
replacement business? 

Mr. Lancaster. That was not the intention in setting this 
figure, but, instead, was a way in which we wanted to plan for 
the future in a realistic way, realizing that there are new 
starts that we should undertake in each year, and the way that 
we have projected our appropriations in the past included no 
new starts for lock replacements or for anything else. And so 
this is a beginning of looking at the budget more 
realistically, which would include some new starts for each 
year . 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE REQUEST 

Mr. McDade. Thank you, Martin. Let me turn to the O&M 
budget briefly. The budget request for O&M is $79 million below 
the amount appropriated in 1997 and $45 million below the 
amount requested for Fiscal Year 1997. What was your request to 
the 0MB? 

Mr. Lancaster. Unless one of my colleagues has that request 
figure, we would have to provide that for the record because I 
don't remember off the top of my head. 

Mr. McDade. Anybody know? 

Mr. Lancaster. Do we have it, Russ? 

General Fuhrman. One point seven five billion. 

Mr. McDade. One point seven five billion? Have the 
reductions been achieved by reducing levels of service for 
particular activities within the operations and maintenance 
program such as harbor dredging, lock operations, or operation 
of recreation areas? 

Mr. Lancaster. If I might comment very generally on 
thepolicy here, and then I will yield to my colleagues for more 
specific detail. We, of course, realize that if we are going to play a 
part in balancing the budget, that we must examine all areas of our 
program: operations and maintenance, new construction, all of our 
programs. And we believe that we must do our operations and maintenance 
smarter because every year we have new projects coming onboard which we 

have to maintain, and we have an inventory of very old infrastructure 

that becomes more and more expensive to maintain. And so we have set as 
our goal to reduce operations and maintenance by 15 percent in order to 
bring that in line on balance with the other program areas of the 

Mr. McDade. Is 15 percent your figure or 0MB ' s figure? 

Mr. Lancaster. No, that is our figure. 



Mr. McDade. That's a figure you think you can live with? 

Mr. Lancaster. Yes, sir, and as a 

Mr. McDade. Do you agree. General? 

General Ballard. Yes, sir. When we agreed upon this figure 
year between the Secretary and my office, in conjunction with 
that agreement, we formed a task force to go out and to take a 
look at this 15 percent reduction beginning in Fiscal Year 
1998. The approach that we intend to take is to benchmark our 
activities, I think along the lines that you were getting at, 
in cost of dollars per visitor, dollars per boat locked, and, 
hopefully, that process will help us to identify the outlyers 
and start to work on them. 

I can tell you that we have some sites that we're paying as 
much as $700 a visitor because of the staffing and the through- 
put that we have come through some of those sites. Some locks 
are running about $8,000 a boat. The bottom line is the 
percentage of our budget that we are allotting to O&M has been 
increasing since 1980, and we simply have to, as the Secretary 
said, achieve a balance between those priorities and that of 
investing in 

Mr. McDade. So you're looking at a question of usage and 
costs? 

General Ballard. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McDade. Have you decided exactly where that's going to 
impact, what recreation areas, what locks, for example? 

General Ballard. No, sir, we have not. I am anticipating 
that I'll get the final report in early spring. Once we receive 
that report, we'll brief the Secretary and OMB and work with 
the committees before we take any action. 

Mr. McDade. Yes, we would appreciate being a partner with 
you, as we have said, and moving along with it and taking a 
look at it. 

General Ballard. Yes, sir. 

MAINTENANCE OF SHALLOW DRAFT HARBORS 

Mr. McDade. Mr. Secretary, in your statement you indicate 
that $40 million is included to maintain small boat harbors. 

How does this compare with the amount appropriated in Fiscal 
Year 1997 for maintenance of small boat harbors? 

Mr. Lancaster. It is less, and I'll ask one of my folks 
here at the table with me to come up with the exact amount. We 
do believe, however, that this is an appropriate level that 
will maintain, in particular, at the top of our priority, small 
boat harbors that communities depend on for their subsistence, 
either for receiving supplies or for putting out commercial 
fishing vessels, that sort of thing. 

What we will do is prioritize these small harbors and make 
certain that those that have a significant impact on the 
economy of the area receive the highest priority, and these 
priorities will go down to those harbors that are purely 
recreational. We hope that we will have enough money to do all 
of them, but we have to set up priorities. 

You will recall that the administration in previous years 
actually proposed to eliminate maintenance of these small 
harbors completely and to place this responsibility on States 
and local communities. We believe that this is a significant 



step forward in addressing the needs of these communities that 
are dependent significantly on the operations of these harbors 
for their economy. 

Mr. McDade. Furnish us that criteria, will you, Mr. 
Secretary 

Mr. Lancaster. Yes, sir, we will. 

Mr. McDade [continuing] . So that we can take a look at it 
with you? 

[The information follows:] 

Shallow Draft Harbors--Funding Criteria 

Funds are included in the Fiscal Year 1998 Operation and 
Maintenance, General, budget to maintain shallow draft harbors, 
particularly where the economies of the communities are 
significantly or moderately dependant on commercial or related 
purposes. Factors considered in development of estimates for 
harbor maintenance include: current usage, based on the latest 
waterborne commerce statistics; field recommendations, based on 
condition surveys; type of work (dredging, breakwaters, etc.); 
and experienced interval, in years, when dredging is normally 
required. While there are some individual projects that are not 
in the budget, we believe there are sufficient funds in the 
overall O&M account to keep all of these kinds of harbors open, 
as well as maintain deep draft commercial harbors. Where the 
communities' economies are substantially dependent upon 
commercial fishing and related activities, funds are included 
in our request within the context of the Administration's goal 
to balance the budget by the year 2002. Within this context, 
funding for shallow draft harbors, along with other important 
maintenance projects throughout the nation, received every 
possible consideration. 


RECREATION FACILITIES 

Mr. McDade. You also indicate that $176 million is included 
in the budget request for O&M of recreation facilities at Corps 
projects. How does this compare with the 1997 appropriated 
amount for the same activities? 

General Fuhrman. It's less. We'll have to provide you the 
data for the record. I don't have it. 

Mr. McDade. You don't know by how much? 

General Fuhrman. No, I don't. 

Mr. McDade. Okay, get the information to us as quickly as 
you can. 

Mr. Lancaster. We will give you those. 

Mr. McDade. And we, again, would like to have the criteria 
on which you base your judgment. 

Mr. Lancaster. Yes, sir. 

[The information follows:] 

Recreation Facilities--Funding Criteria 

The Fiscal Year 1998 budget request includes $176 million 
for operation and maintenance of recreation facilities compared 
to an appropriation of $201 million for this work in Fiscal 
Year 1997. To accommodate this savings and still provide 



quality service to the visiting public at Corps recreation 
facilities, we want to align the visitation usage with the 
length of the recreation season. Experience shows that the 
recreation season can be shortened in some instances, 
particularly at those sites where there are other recreation 
areas close by that could be used and thereby minimize impacts 
on the public. In addition, we are exploring the possibility 
that some campgrounds could be leased to the private sector and 
relieve the financial burden from the general taxpayer. Some 
cost savings can be achieved by reducing the hours of operation 
at Corps visitor centers, especially during those periods of 
time when visitation is low. 

RECOGNITION OF MR. FAZIO 

Mr. McDade. I'm pleased now to yield to my friend from 
California, the ranking member, Mr. Fazio. 

Mr. Fazio. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I think on 
behalf of all the people who have served on this committee in 
recent years, we want to welcome you. I want to say how pleased 
I was, when we got together, that you indicated you wanted to 
follow the great tradition that Mr. Myers and Mr. Bevill 
established for the last 20 years in the way this committee has 
functioned in a bipartisan manner. I can't think of anybody 
more likely to bring that about than Joe McDade. So we're all 
very, very pleased to have you. 

Mr. McDade. I look forward to working with you. 

Mr. Fazio. I thank you, and we look forward to that. 

I also want to welcome the new team from the Corps. There's 
no question that we have a lot of new faces in this room, and I 
just want to say to my dear friend Martin Lancaster how sorry I 
am that this isn't his fourth budget that he's presenting. 
[Laughter . ] 

Because talk about OMB-driven policies, I think it's really 
time for the Corps to present its own ideas and initiatives, 
and I think we've begun to see that emerging this morning. 

I just want to say to you. General Ballard and General 
Fuhrman, I look forward to getting to know you both as well, 
and welcome you. I think, to be very blunt, we have some tough 
decisions to make. This academic discussion we've been having 
about full, up-front funding is just that, I think, because we 
can't afford it, even if it is in some ways an adjustment that 
perhaps is warranted by other agencies in the budgeting 
approach they take. This committee hasn't yet seen its 
allocation from the Budget Committee, but if it's anything like 
recent years, we'd better not be spending money on scoring 
reform, when we've got a lot of problems out there in the 
country . 


CALIFORNIA FLOODING 

And if I could ask my colleagues to give me a little bit of 
latitude, I've got a lot at stake in this bill this year 
because of what's happened out in California, which is very 
similar to what's happening in the Ohio River Valley as we 
speak, and I'm sure we'll hear from Mr. Rogers and Mr. Dickey 
when he gets back, and others. But I would like to just remind 



some of our colleagues, because it's a couple of months old 
now, at least in term of headlines, but we've had some terrible 
floods in California, and I think my actions on this committee, 
at least this year, are going to be heavily focused on trying 
to remedy some of the problems that we've already seen. 

Hopefully, we've seen the end of them, because if we get 
another so-called ''pineapple special' 1 moving through 
California, when we've got 200 percent of normal snowpack in 
the Sierras, we could be at the beginning and not the end of 
the disaster. We hope we've seen the worst of it. 

The worst of it means nine deaths, about $2 billion in 
estimated losses, $150 million in agriculture and $100 million 
in the forests as part of that. We at one time or another had 
100,000 Californians out of their homes. We had a very serious 
problem and we're not out of the woods yet. We have, I think, 
as these photos over here would display--and the Corps normally 
does this kind of show-and-tell , but since I gathered you 
weren't going to, I thought I'd supplant you. [Laughter.] 

This is a levee break on the Feather River, which is an 
area adjacent to where Mr. Herger and I come together. You can 
see we've got about 20 square miles of flooding as a result of 
that. Two small levee breaches on the Bear River were 
contained, but a major break there could well have sent flood 
waters all the way south to the river, the American River, that 
separates the city of Sacramento from the Natomas area, which 
is undergoing tremendous development. 

The Sutter Bypass break shows how many of our people were 
actually protected by a system that's been in place for many 
years. The bypass itself is designed to carry water when the 
Sacramento River and other rivers in the area can no longer 
contain within their banks what is a tremendous flow. People 
look at this from the Bay Area and say, ' PoorSacramento, 
they're under water.'' Well, this is what's supposed to happen, and, 
frankly, we may need to build a similar system in the San Joaquin Basin 
to bypass the San Joaquin River. 

We did have a levee break, as I alluded to a minute ago, in 
this bypass that resulted in a good deal of flooding, and the 
little town of Meridian became a national symbol of a plucky 
willingness to fight their way through and protect their 
community . 

But, you know, it's very, very problematical as to whether 
many of my constituents are going to be high and dry through 
April, and I say that because there are many, many communities 
that are very much threatened by the saturated levees that 
continue to be a problem for us, land that remains under water, 
which has yet to be fully pumped out or to flow by gravity into 
the Delta. 

We have some serious problems out there and I want to take 
this opportunity, frankly, to express my deep appreciation to 
the Corps. General Capka is sitting here, and there are others 
who know very well what we've been through and what we're 
fighting to limit in the next couple of months out there. 

And while in an environment where a disaster occurs you can 
never make people happy, we do have to, I think, look at what 
the disaster could have been, had we not in the last couple of 
years made some major improvements in the Sacramento area which 
kept the most urban region of this flood project protected. 



AFTER 1986 FLOOD 


I would like to ask some questions, if I could, to get on 
the record some things that I think the Corps needs to be 
upfront about, and that is we had some flooding in California 
in 1986 which kicked off a tremendous interest in, for example, 
issues like Auburn Dam, which came to no resolution in the last 
Congress, but we have been making progress. I've alluded to 
some in the Sacramento area. And I'd like to ask, what have we 
really accomplished since the flooding of 1986? We talk about 
100-year floods; they seem to be coming about every 10 years. 

Mr. Secretary, can you help us? 

Mr. Lancaster. We've even had multiple 100-year floods in a 
year in some cases, Mr. Fazio. 

Of course, following the 1986 flood, a plan was developed 
which was to be built in multiple phases that should not yet be 
completed, and will be completed by the year 2000. But we have 
completed the phases in sequence, according to the original 
plan, and while it would have been very helpful if the work to 
be completed by 2000 had been completed before this flood, we 
were on schedule, and, unfortunately, those projects were not 
completed. We believe that the plan will be completed on 
schedule, and it will provide further protection in the future. 

I don't know if either general would prefer to--would like 
to say anything further. 


COMPREHENSIVE REVIEW 

Mr. Fazio. Well, I'd like to ask if it's possible--and I've 
begun to believe it is--if we could perhaps accelerate the 
completion of this fourth phase that is remaining to be done. 

It also seems to me that if we learned anything from the review 
investigation you alluded to in your comments, looking at the 
existing system as is, that we ought to be somehow in a 
position to inject those fixes, those levee repairs, whatever 
it may require, into our work program over the next several 
years. Is there any possibility for acceleration or perhaps 
reprioritization based on what we learn as we review the system 
that's just been under such stress? 

Mr. Lancaster. Well, I think that is our purpose in doing a 
comprehensive review which we have begun the process of 
reprogramming the funds to begin that study. Of course, at the 
time we put this budget together we did not know of this need, 
and so there are not funds to complete that study in the 
request. But a comprehensive look at the entire area we believe 
is appropriate. We can, then, make adjustments in the 1986 plan 
as necessary and at the same time look at new ways to address 
the issue of flooding in this area. There may be nonstructural 
alternatives that were not considered in 1986 that are now 
appropriate. There may be ways to set back levees that were not 
considered in 1986. There may be bypassing, as you have 
indicated, that might have the same impact in the San Joaquin 
that they have in the Sacramento. Of course, as you know, we 
visited one of those bypasses when I was in California, and 
it's an incredible engineering feat because for most of the 
year it's wonderful agricultural land, but at a time when it 



doesn't need to be farmed, provides a safety valve. So I think 
that we certainly can and should look very comprehensively at 
the entire area and make adjustments as necessary to the 1986 
plan, as well as plan for the future. 

Mr. Fazio. This survey that we hope to, I guess, complete 
this summer, but certainly begin this summer, would cost $5 
million; is that correct? I think I've seen that number 
somewhere . 

General Ballard. That's the current projection, sir. 

Mr. Fazio. And you have that available from existing funds 
with reprogramming authority; is that correct? 

Mr. Lancaster. We have the money available to begin the 
process. I don't believe it is anticipated that we can complete 
that this year. It will require follow-on funding with efforts 
into next year. 

Mr. Fazio. Did you want to comment on that. General 
Fuhrman? I saw you getting some input from the program 
department. [Laughter.] 

General Fuhrman. It would just be a recount and obviously 
following on with 1998 funding to continue that piece of it. 

Mr. Fazio. Well, I'm particularly anxious to update the 
survey that we did between 1986 and 1989, which has been the 
basis upon which we've spent a little more than half of the 
money that we were originally planning to spend to make those 
improvements, and I'd like to work with you to make sure that 
we do as much as we can do within our capability--that term we 
throw around in these discussions: what is our capability? 

FLOOD RECOVERY 

But I'm particularly also focusing on the flood recovery. 
We'd like to get our system up and operating at least in the 
shape it was in at the beginning of this winter by the time the 
next one comes along. Could you tell us what we're doing to 
make sure that we can meet that kind of a standard, which 
General Capka so generously agreed to--in front of a very 
interesting group of Californians, led by our senior Senator, 
Diane Feinstein, not too long ago 

Mr. Lancaster. Would you like to respond to that? 

General Fuhrman. We're working very closely with General 
Capka, and there is not a week that goes by that the two of us 
don't talk at least two or three times on the phone, working 
that effort to do everything that we can to reduce the 
bureaucracy and working concurrently with my staff up here and 
his staff out there, in conjunction with a levee restoration 
piece. The first priority that we have out there is to restore 
those levees, so that they're ready for the next flood season. 
At the same time we're trying to take advantage of the CALFED 
initiative, as you know, to roll that in and work on longer- 
term, more environmental-type solutions where that's 
appropriate . 


CALFED 


Mr. Fazio. For my colleagues, we'll be hearing a lot about 
CALFED in this hearing and with the Interior Department. This 
is an unlikely effort that we in California are making to work 



together in the Delta at every level of government, and from 
the environmental side to industry and agriculture, to try to 
find the cooperative approach to fixing our Delta water 
quality. But now I think, in light of the flooding and the need 
for flood protection, we have an opportunity for some win/win's 
with some facilities that may hold water and help us in wet 
winters and provide it in dry years, in the summer when the 
Delta may not have an adequate amount of water. So we're going 
to be confronted with a new administration initiative on this, 
but it does give us a chance to work the Corps into that 
process, and I'm looking forward to having the Corps be at the 
table on CALFED when it's reauthorized. 

Mr. Lancaster. Interestingly, we were not at the table when 
CALFED was initially put together, but we recently joined as a 
formal member of CALFED, and look forward to being a part of 
the interagency process. 

COST OF LEVEE RESTORATION 

Mr. Fazio. But could you tell me at this point, Mr. 
Secretary, what do you think it's going to cost to get this 
system back up to the level of protection we had when we 
entered into this very wet winter? That doesn't mean better 
than it has been. Obviously, we'd like it to be improved, and 
we need to do that. I'm hearing estimates of $350 million, with 
$50 million perhaps spent thus far. Does that sound to you. 
General Fuhrman, like something that is in the realm of reason? 

General Fuhrman. Yes. To date, we have spent, as you said, 
about $50 million in the flood fight piece of it, and as you 
well know, we still have high water out there on a large number 
of levies. So we won't know what the final number is until we 
can get in and take a look at some of those, but those numbers 
are in the ball park. 

Mr. Fazio. Would you say at least $350 million? Could it go 
higher? Or have you taken into consideration the fact that we 
don't have all the answers and fudged it up a little bit? 
[Laughter . ] 

Which way did we fudge, is what I'm looking for. 

General Fuhrman. We try to be conservative, but the bottom 
line is until--especially down in the lower Delta, as you're 
well aware, sir, until the water gets off those levees and we 
can get in there and see what we have, any guess would be 
premature . 

Mr. Fazio. Okay. I understand, as of last Friday, this 
study that we're doing to determine how we're going to repair 
this system has been held up at OMB and at the Counsel on 
Environmental Quality in order to bring--the term is ' 'more 
interagency support' ' and resources to it. I get nervous when I 
hear bureaucratic phrases like that because sometimes that 
support comes at great cost. 

I'm wondering, do you think this is going to be a long 
holdup, and is this going to impede--I realize we're talking 
Meander-belts. We've learned from the Galloway report on the 
Mississippi that there is more than one way to do this. I'm not 
opposed to making changes in how we get back to the same level 
of protection. What I'm concerned about is delays that make it 
impossible for us to meet that time schedule. You know what I'm 



fearful of. I'd be interested in your thoughts. 

Mr. Lancaster. Well, Mr. Fazio, we are anxious to move out 
as smartly as we can, but we also are anxious to work with 
other agencies to make certain that, when we do it, we do it 
right and with the full support of those agencies who can make 
life very difficult for us as we do these repairs. 

Mr. Fazio. In other words, if you don't get them involved 
upfront, there will be an impediment down the road? 

Mr. Lancaster. That is a possibility for which we have to 
plan . 

So we're very anxious to involve all agencies from the very 
beginning. We hope that it will not be unnecessary delay in the 
process . 

Mr. Fazio. Well, could you make available for the record, 
maybe in a very short time frame, the time table we hope to 
follow in order to make it possible for us to not miss that 
repair of the system that we all need to have as our No. 1 
priority between now and, say, next September? We don't want to 
have any problems here in a bureaucratic sense that are going 
to cause the Corps to slip its own self-imposed commitment 
schedule . 

[The information follows:] 


[Page 61--The official Committee record contains additional material here.] 


Mr. Fazio. Mr. Chairman, I want to apologize to my 
colleagues for taking as much time as I have on something 
that's as parochial as this is, obviously, but it's exceedingly 
important, and I hope that as time goes on other members of the 
committee will appreciate the degree to which this is an 
ongoing crisis in our State. And I'll now yield back and wait 
for the second round for further questions. 

RECOGNITION OF CONGRESSMAN ROGERS 

Mr. McDade. Thank you, Vic. We're now pleased to recognize 
Chairman Rogers of Kentucky. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Like Mr. Fazio, let me 
join the chorus on this subcommittee in saying welcome as our Chairman. 
We think we've got the best there is and we're delighted to call you 
Chairman . 

And, Mr. Fazio, I'm shocked; that's the first time anyone 
has ever been parochial on this subcommittee. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Fazio. Mr. Rogers, you should be the last one to be 
shocked. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Rogers. I think we have to forget our local problems 
and look only at the national picture. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Secretary, it's certainly good to see you again, an old 
friend from the House, and we knew that one day you'd climb to 
great heights, and, lo, there you are, and we're delighted that 
you're there, and it's good to see the Generals and the 
officers of the Corps here, and as has been said, to see so 
many new faces. It's amazing how things change, and there's 
lots of experience out there and lots of dedication that we're 



all thankful for. 

Colonel Jansen, the Ohio River Division Commander, of 
course, could not be here today, because he is touring the 
flood areas in Kentucky, I understand, even as we speak. 

So far, it looks like in Kentucky--and the crests have not 
been reached yet on many of the rivers, including the Ohio, but 
in Kentucky alone about half the counties have been declared 
disaster areas by the governor with about a quarter of a 
billion dollars damage, which is really very preliminary 
apparently so far, with some record flooding, apparently, in 
some areas, maybe even in Louisville, which has some real 
records that they can share with you. But it is a devastating 
condition in the three or four States of the Ohio River 
Division particularly, and of course the tornadoes in Arkansas 
that came almost simultaneous. 

Interestingly enough, the new flood wall that you built in 
Frankfurt, the State capital, works. 

General Ballard. Yes. 

Mr. Rogers. And, apparently, all the dams are closed, and 
you're storing water as hard as you can, even spilling water on 
all the tributaries and rivers. No one, I don't guess, can say 
how much that may have relieved the problem, but certainly it's 
clear that it has to some degree. So what you're doing does 
count . 


FULL FUNDING 

On the fully funding suggestion, you're proposing for us to 
appropriate the full cost of a project in the first year, even 
though your capability in that first year would be a fraction 
of the total cost; correct? 

Mr. Lancaster. That is correct. 

Mr. Rogers. Now you're asking for 12 new starts in your 
request, and I think the total of those is $365 million; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Lancaster. As I recall, that's about right. 

Mr. Rogers. What is the capability in the first year of 
those 12 starts with a total cost of $365 million? 

General Fuhrman. It's around $45 million, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. So what would you do with the $320 million that 
we've given you for that full project while you finish them 
out? You can only spend $45 million in the first year. You're 
going to have $320 million left; right? 

General Fuhrman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. So are you going to put that in the bank and 
draw interest on it or what? 

General Fuhrman. I don't believe we get interest, sir. 
[Laughter . ] 

Mr. Rogers. So what are you going to do with that money? 

General Fuhrman. It would remain there for the remaining 
years, just as many of our projects that we have now with 
particular earmarked funds for them do. 

Mr. Rogers. So it would be--after a couple or three years, 
that could become a very big slush fund, couldn't it? 

General Fuhrman. It would be a considerable fund, yes, sir, 
but I don't know if I would use the term ''slush fund' ' to 
describe it, but a considerable amount of money as we move 



through the programs. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Rogers. It could become a very big pile of money? 

General Fuhrman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. Out of which I suppose you could request that 
we reprogram some of that money for another purpose or project; 
is that right or wrong, Mr. Secretary? 

Mr. Lancaster. It's my understanding that reprogramming 
would be possible out of this to other priorities. 

Mr. Rogers. Do you have any idea how much--how many new 
starts you would be proposing the next year, the 1999 fiscal 
year? Does anyone have a handle on that? 

Mr. Lancaster. No, sir, that's something we've not even 
thought about yet. 


AVERAGE YEAR NEW STARTS 

Mr. Rogers. Well, the $365 million of new starts--do you 
consider that a small amount or an average amount or a large 
amount, or is it a typical amount for a year that you would 
anticipate? 

Mr. Lancaster. I think that it is less than average, but I 
can't give you specific figures. In an average year, I believe 
it's some over a billion dollars a year in new starts. 

General Fuhrman. If you look back since 1990, the projects 
that we initiated for new starts in those particular years, the 
total amount would be $1.4 billion per year. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, a billion four here and a billion four 
there, and--what's that phrase? 

Mr. Lancaster. Senator Dirksen thought that added up to big 
money--real money. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Fazio. Called real wealth. 

HARLAN, KENTUCKY 

Mr. Rogers. You're asking for 12 brand-new starts at $365 
million. At the expense of sounding parochial, I want to 
describe to you very quickly and briefly a project that you're 
78 percent complete on that happens to be in my district; it 
could be anybody's district that has an unfinished project. I 
know about this one, and you do, too, Mr. Secretary. It's the 
Harlan Project. 

You've already spent $140 million on a huge project to 
rechannel the river through tunnels under the mountain to avoid 
the town, building flood walls around the two or three towns 
that comprise that complex there, and you're relocating the 
river downstream at little places called Loyal and Rio Vista in 
order to achieve a three-phrase project that's an expensive, 
complicated, but necessary project. It's expensive. 

As I've said, you've spent already $140 million and you're 
78 percent complete, and with just a few more dollars, those 
people can have flood protection that they've never had before. 
They wish today that you were f inished--with the flooding 
that's going on. I don't know how, when I go into a town 
meeting there shortly, I can explain to them--perhaps you can 
help me— I don't know how I'm going to explain that the Corps 
wants to cut this project off cold turkey as it is and leave 
you in the mud and the flood, and your streets torn up and your 



homes flooded; they want to stop that project, although you're 
78 percent finished, and start a new one, start 12 new ones 
somewhere else, leaving them in the lurch. Now what can I tell 
them, Mr. Secretary? 

Mr. Lancaster. I wish that I had a good answer for you, Mr. 
Rogers; I don't. In setting our budget priorities for the 
coming year, we thought that it was appropriate to include new 
starts which keep faith with our project sponsors that have 
gone through the study process and have had their projects 
fully authorized by Congress, and are now prepared to go 
forward . 

As you know, the 202 projects in your district and in other 
districts in your region are projects that have not been 
supported by this administration or previous administrations 
for funding 

Mr. Rogers. None of them ever have; I mean, it's been a 14- 
year, year-by-year struggle. 

Mr. Lancaster. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. The Corps would include monies in their request 
to 0MB, and 0MB would always say no. 

Mr. Lancaster. We have requested the funds in our initial 
request to 0MB to complete this project. 

Mr. Rogers. And I appreciate that. 

But there are several just like this, not just in my 
district, but throughout the country, where you've got 
something; you've signed local contracts with the local 
authorities who are pitching in part of the cost. You sign 
those agreements with those local mayors and governors saying, 
okay, you've put so much dollars; we've put up so many dollars; 
we're going to do this. We're coming to the rescue. We're going 
to save you from the floods. And you get about two-thirds 
finished and you cut and run, and you break the contracts with 
those mayors and local officials. You've got to pay off your 
contractors, I assume, who have contracts on these projects, 
and you're going to spend a heck of a lot of money just 
shutting down and doing nothing more, after having spent 
millions, and it's just absolutely insane. I don't know who's 
responsible; I assume it's the budgeteers at the 0MB. I don't 
think the intelligence level in this room would permit that, if 
you had a choice, but it doesn't make any sense. 

I mean, in Harlan you've already invested $140 million, 
which would be worth nothing. Actually, it would cost a lot of 
money just to get them out of the mud. But how can you justify 
that? Not you, but how could a budgeteer justify that downtown? 
Anybody want to volunteer? 

Mr. Lancaster. No, Mr. Rogers. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, I could mention Williamsburg, 

Middlesboro, Pike County, all those projects, Martin County, 
Salyersville, and so on, that are zipped out. I trust the 
subcommittee, as they have for 14 years, will help us overcome 
the idiocy that sometimes infects the White House — in fact, all 
the time infects the White House. 

QUESTION FROM CONGRESSWOMAN EMERSON 


Now let me ask a question quickly on behalf of Joanne 
Emerson from Missouri, whose husband Bill, you know, had been 



working on a project, the St. John's Bayou, New Madrid Flood 
Control Project. You included $100,000 for construction in 
1997. Now can you give us an update on that project? Do you 
foresee any problems affecting construction this year? 

General Fuhrman. I don't have that information. We'll have 
to provide that for the record, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. I'd appreciate that very much. 

Mr. Lancaster. I have met with Congresswoman Emerson 
recently with regard to this project and can't give you 
details, but can respond in general terms. Of course, we have 
here two parallel projects, and it is a very complex problem in 
dealing with the two because you have pumping stations in one 
project, one of which will have no benefit until you complete 
the second project, and so it really is a very complicated 
situation of how you proceed in a way that maximizes the 
benefit, does not build project elements that have no 
beneficial use until another piece is finished. It is a fairly 
complex question, and it would be better, I think, Mr. Rogers, 
if we could provide you a detailed answer for the record. 

Mr. Rogers. That would be fine. I would appreciate that 
very much, and I know Mrs. Emerson would do the same. 

[The information follows:] 

St. John's Bayou-New Madrid Flood Control Project, MO 

An expedited schedule is being implemented in accordance 
with Congressional guidance and local requests to accommodate a 
new construction start in Fiscal Year 1997. While there are 
always a number of challenges associated with such a 
complicated project, the most difficult in this instance is 
addressing environmental concerns in a timely manner. This 
issue is being coordinated with appropriate state and Federal 
agencies to try and achieve a balanced approach to these 
concerns acceptable to all. We have scheduled award of a 
construction contract in August 1997 and believe we will meet 
that schedule. 


RECOGNITION OF CONGRESSMAN VISCLOSKY 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Chairman, I have other questions, but I can 
defer to a second round. Thank you very much. 

Mr. McDade. The gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. Visclosky. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. 

Mr. Secretary, it's good to see you. I have some number of 
pages of questions about projects that happen to be in the 
State of Indiana, and with the Chairman's permission, I would 
like to ask that those questions be entered in the record and 
that they be answered. I don't simply want to belabor my 
colleagues' time; they are very important to me and would 
appreciate your response. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

[The information follows:] 


[Pages 67 - 72--The official Committee record contains additional 
material here.] 



RECOGNITION OF CONGRESSMAN KNOLLENBERG 


Mr. McDade. The gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. Knollenberg. Thank you, Mr. McDade, and welcome, Mr. 

Chairman . 

I want to compliment you, Mr. Chairman. We're looking 
forward to working with you and delighted that you're there. 

We'll work, obviously, with everyone on this committee, but 
it's nice to know that we have a comfortable gentleman in the 
chair. So we're comfortable with you. Thank you. 

Mr. McDade. I look forward to working with you. 

Mr. Knollenberg. Mr. Secretary, good to see you and your 
panel of Generals and officers. 

I have a couple of questions, and they may be directed to 
you; it may be that we'll direct them to General Ballard or 
General Fuhrman. 

Sometime very recently, I had the pleasure of meeting with 
Lieutenant Colonel Thomas Hade and Mr. Scott Parker from the 
Corps of Engineers from the Detroit District office, and you 
can probably begin, perhaps, to get a sense of the questioning 
that I am getting to. I think. General Ballard, you talked 
about in your remarks getting that out in the open in a hurry. 

So we want to come back to that point and discuss this whole 
matter of the 1997 Conference Report which actually cemented 
the number of offices. 

And I think that currently we have the 11 divisions, 
andaccording to the Conference Report of last year, the Corps must--and 
I've got the language of the report, and I'm sure you're very familiar 
with it--the Corps must implement a plan by April 1 of 1997 that will 
have no less than six and no more than eight divisions. 

Incidentally, let me preface my questions by saying that 
that visit with those gentlemen had nothing to do with my 
questions. I was prepared to ask them anyhow, and, in fact, we 
had a conversation last year--you may not recall--along this 
line . 

The concern that I have is there may appear to be, with the 
current way that you've got it styled, there appears to be 
redundancy perhaps because it looks to me like we have, it 
seems to me, still 10 division offices. Now, according to the 
report, there should be no more than eight, no less than six. 

And I cite that because, according to the restructuring map 
that you have been kind enough, or someone has, to present to 
us, that's the new look, and of course this is the old look 
which is somewhat different. 

The way I look at this, and let me just ask you a couple or 
three quick questions. If somebody, for example--I'm looking 
for maybe some duplication here, if there is any, and there is 
an appearance, and I want to get to the bottom of it perhaps, 
determining if there is anything to the appearance. 

But when--like the levee that my colleague, Mr. Fazio, 
pictured, when the integrity of that levee must be checked, and 
his, of course, was something that didn't check, when the call 
is made, where does the call go into? Does it go into the 
district office? Which office responds to that particular 
situation? 

Mr. Lancaster. That sort of thing is handled at the 



district level. The division offices are for regional interface 
and for oversight of the districts, but where you go to for 
help, where your constituents go to for help on a day-to-day 
basis or when an emergency arises is the district. 

Mr. Knollenberg. When a harbor needs to be dredged, the 
same question--it ' s the same story? 

Mr. Lancaster. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Knollenberg. It's the district office? 

Mr. Lancaster. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Knollenberg. Or general maintenance of any kind, same 
story? 

Mr. Lancaster. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Knollenberg. Okay, sir. The read that I get is that 
currently we have the ten offices but two of them are known 
as--ten division, but two seem to be known as regional offices; 
is that true? 

General Ballard. Well, first of all, without any 
modifications to the plan, the plan that you just showed there, 
we have one division office, and that's where the general 
officer will be located, the division commander — it may not be 
a general--the division commander. 

The plan envisions in the near term of having a deputy and 
a senior civilian, probably an SES, one located in Chicago and 
the other one in Cincinnati from the outset. I think it's very 
important, as you so indicated, we did nothing to the 
districts. The folks in the north central division, in the 
Chicago area, will still respond to the same district office 
for most of their needs--in fact, all of their needs. Their 
entry point will be at the district. We made no changes at that 
level. It is at the oversight level from the outset where we 
will make most of the changes, and that's in compliance with 
the law. 

I felt that it was very important that we did nothing that 
would jeopardize where we think we have to go. As I stated in 
my opening statement, we have achieved most of those savings 
which was the intent of Congress back in 1989 when we first 
started this process. A typical division office in 1989 was 
about 300-plus people. Today at a division office we're looking 
at about 104 individuals, and of that 104, only about 76 of 
those folks are civil works folks; most of them are support 
staff . 

The actual work that's done at the division office is 
really command-and-control and oversight of the districts. 

Mr. Knollenberg. These two regional offices? 

General Ballard. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Knollenberg. Why did you invent that structure, a 
regional office? 

General Ballard. Why did we do that? 

Mr. Knollenberg. Yes. I mean, from the view that I have, 
the Great Lakes--Ohio River Division, which is the one I want 
to zero-in on, is a pretty compact area. When you look at some 
of the others, you look at the Mississippi Valley Division, 
you've got over 900 miles between Vicksburg, Mississippi and 
Minneapolis, Minnesota. In the South Atlantic, it's over 600 
miles between Atlanta and Miami and it's over 3,000 miles 
between--in the Pacific division--between Anchorage and 
Honolulu. So it's not distance, and I'm trying to figure out 



why do we have these two new regional offices that supplant the 
call of the language in the Conference Report to reduce it to 
no more than eight. So it seems like we still haven't gotten 
there to me. It appears to me that nothing has changed; we have 
really still ten offices, ten division offices. 

General Ballard. If I understood the intent of the 
language, the language was there to gain some efficiencies and 
some savings. 


SAVINGS FROM RESTRUCTURING PLAN 

Mr. Knollenberg. Let's talk about that, then, because 
that's interesting to me, too. What about the savings? I know 
you've talked briefly about that, but, for example, do you have 
a cost analysis of this restructuring for the future, not the 
present, but for the future? For example, the new restructuring 
program, have you done a cost analysis of that? 

I think that requests have been made to the Chairman or the 
Secretary, and maybe they were just very recent, and you 
haven't had time to respond to that, but I believe that our 
Chairman has made a request, and I believe that Chairman 
Livingston has also made a request, as to a cost analysis for 
the entire restructuring program to be submitted in writing. To 
my knowledge, I'm not aware of that having been received. I may 
be wrong, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McDade. We have sent a letter over. 

General Ballard. If I might, Mr. Chairman, the response was 
made as a result of a visit that I made to Chairman Livingston 
and Chairman McDade to discuss this plan. We're in the process 
of developing an implementation which involves the cost 
analysis breakout of where we intend to take efficiencies, and 
we have committed to come back to both Chairman Livingston and 
Chairman McDade sometime in late April with the breakout of 
that, of that plan. 

Mr. Knollenberg. Okay. I believe the date was the 1st of 
April; is that not true? 

Mr. Lancaster. We can't begin implementation until April 

1st . 

Mr. Knollenberg. I see. 

Mr. Lancaster. So it's difficult to do the analysis until 
we are clear that we can proceed because, of course, there is 
always the possibility that congressional action will take 
place between now and April 1st which would render that moot. 

GENERAL EXPENSES BUDGET REQUEST 

Mr. Knollenberg. In looking at the budget, and of course 
the budget is for Fiscal Year 1998, it really doesn't take into 
consideration these things, does it? 

General Ballard. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Knollenberg. Well, if it does then--go ahead. If it 
does, where is it? 

General Ballard. The budget, I think the figure is $148 
million. When we submitted the budget, at that time we had 
eleven divisions, as we still have now, but we submitted it 
with eight divisions in mind. 

Mr. Knollenberg. What was that number again you said? 



General Ballard. I think it was $148 million. 

General Fuhrman. A hundred and forty-eight million is in 
our Fiscal Year 1998 GE request. 

General Ballard. But it was--and that $148 million was 
intended to support a structure of eight division and 
headquarters? 

Mr. Knollenberg. So you intend to get there, but you're not 
there yet, obviously. There is an appearance as though nothing 
has changed. You still have ten in operation. But I guess a 
further questioning would have to go in the direction of 
finding out whether those folks are 

REGIONAL INTERFACE 

Mr. Lancaster. If I might comment on another important 
purpose of the division offices, and that's regional interface 
with State and local governments--in the case of North Central, 
what will now be the Ohio River-Great Lakes, and International 
interface through the IJC. It was felt that it was appropriate 
to maintain a focus on the Great Lakes and a focus on the Ohio 
River. We were given the choice--and, in fact, the last plan 
submitted would, in fact, have closed the Chicago office and 
would have had only one office in the Ohio and Great Lakes 
division. Because of the concerns, we believe legitimate 
concerns, raised by Great Lakes interests, we thought that it 
was appropriate to maintain a regional presence in Chicago to 
deal with these Great Lakes and Canadian interests. 

The same is true in the division that is proposed in this 
plan that is now the Northwest. Again, we have the Missouri 
River interest and the Columbia River interest, and we felt 
that it was appropriate to have a presence in these two 
important areas through a regional office. We thought that was 
important . 

Mr. Knollenberg. Are they doing things differently? 

Mr. Lancaster. It's the regional interface. It's not what 
they are doing. 

Mr. Knollenberg. Well let me ask this question, Mr. 
Secretary, because if you created this situation for the 
Chicago, Ohio, Illinois area, I guess that division goes by 
another name. It's the North Central Division. If you did that 
there, are we to anticipate maybe the same kind of thing 
happening in other regions of the country, other parts of the 
country, and if not, why not? Because it seems to me that there 
would be reasons for people to regionalize their interest and 
localize their interest to create this same kind of thing. 

What I am really driving at here, and I think it's fairly 
simple, is are we getting bigger? Are we duplicating? Are we 
doing--we're not? 

Mr. Lancaster. No, Mr. Knollenberg. The fact of the matter 
is, under the existing division structure, these regional 
interests are addressed in the divisions. But when we were 
required to reduce those division numbers, then we were faced 
with significant regional interests that felt that they were 
not going to receive the attention, say if you were in Omaha, 
that you would not receive the same kind of attention out of 
the Portland Division Office that you would out of Omaha. 

Now we of course could very well deal with a situation if 



Congress feels that it is appropriate to say the plan that you 
have submitted is not adequate and you should in fact close 
Chicago and you should close Omaha. We will deal with that. We 
will deal with it perhaps not as well as we believe we can with 
regional offices, but we will deal with it. But we're hearing 
from significant regional interests that felt that a division 
structure that came down to eight would in fact short change 
some regions of our country. We chose to deal with that with a 
regional office that will work for the division commander. 

We believe that over time these offices will come down to 
reflect the workload of those offices. But that's something 
that's a part of implementation. It's only after we get into it 
and see what this regional interface is, what the necessary 
oversight from these regional offices will be that we will be 
able to give you a dollar figure and an FTE figure for these 
regional offices. 

Mr. Knollenberg. Some of my questions I will reserve for 
another round relative to the future on this thing when we can 
begin to look at the FTEs and some of the other things, which I 
know General Ballard has some information on. So I accept the 
suggestions, comments you are making. We're just, I guess, a 
little antsy about looking at how you can more closely maybe 
mirror the language of the report, the conference report. 

Mr. Lancaster. I think the important thing to note is 
something that General Ballard has said here this morning. That 
is, when this process started, division offices were much 
larger. It has taken us so long to get this far, that we 
couldn't afford to wait until that point to draw down our 
division structure because of declining budgets. So already the 
division offices have been drawn down dramatically from what 
they were when the process started. So the savings that would 
have been achieved in 1989 if we had been able to move forward 
at that point have been achieved through another way. 

Mr. Knollenberg. It's the bringing on line of the regional 
office that I really am pointing to, it's not the district 
office and it's not the division office. It's the regional, 
which seems to be the new name on the block. 

General Ballard. We're not really bringing on, and I think 
maybe that's where the perception is. What we are doing is 
drawing down . 

Mr. Knollenberg. I guess that's the explanation we have to 
see. We'll get into some of that in the next round. So thank 
you very much. Thank you. 

RECOGNITION OF CONGRESSMAN EDWARDS 

Mr. McDade. The gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. Edwards. Mr. Chairman, since this is my first meeting, 
let me say it's a privilege to be on your committee. I look 
forward to serving with you. So I might start out in a proper 
way. I might ask you a parliamentary question. Is it safe for 
me to assume that I do not get allocated Mr. Viscloskey's extra 
nine and a half minutes? [Laughter.] 

Mr. Edwards. Reasonable assumption. 

Mr. McDade. We're glad to have you with us. 


TRIBUTE TO CHET TAYLOR 



Mr. Edwards. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If it would be 
appropriate, I think as I begin my service on this 
subcommittee, I would like to pay tribute to someone that I 
think represents the thousands of Corps of Engineers employees 
who work week in and week out in service of their country, year 
in and year out with very little public credit or attention. 

Mr. Chet Taylor, who was chief of the construction division of 
the Fort Worth District until February 21st of this year, when 
he died an untimely death as a result of heart surgery. Mr. 
Taylor served the Corps of Engineers and the country for 35 
years. In the 1960s he was part of building Cape Canaveral for 
NASA. In the 1970s, he worked as a major manager in Saudi 
Arabia for important facilities. In the 1980s, he worked in 
Europe and Israel. I would like to extend on behalf of this 
committee and all its Members, our heartfelt gratitude to Mr. 
Taylor's family for his great service to the Corps of Engineers 
and to the country. 

Mr. McDade. Well said. 

Mr. Edwards. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

PORT OF HOUSTON 

Mr. Secretary, it's a privilege to be with you today and 
General Ballard, General Fuhrman . I would like to begin, if I 
could, with several questions--I will submit others for the 
record--but several questions about a couple of projects in 
Texas, the first of which would be the Port of Houston, the 
Houston-Galveston navigation project. 

It's my concern that this project could conceivably be a 
victim of the full funding approach. I would want to express my 
gratitude for your efforts in making this a new start for 
fiscal year 1998. But as I understand it, the administration 
request of $119.1 million is only about half the $240 million 
required for the full project. It's my understanding that the 
Port of Houston is a major player in this project having 
approved over $100 million in bonds. They will be the major 
local contributor of funds, but actually can not enter into a 
PCA because under the project as envisioned in this budget 
request, the deepening and the widening of the Galveston- 
Houston Channel wouldn't even reach the Port of Houston. So it 
wouldn't even be legal for them to use their bonds in support 
of that project. 

Mr. Secretary, I guess my question would be as a 
representative of the administration, could you work with the 
Port of Houston to try to resolve that serious problem? 

Mr. Lancaster. We will, Mr. Edwards. In fact, we are doing 
so as we speak. That matter is before OMB for their review now, 
on whether or not a PCA that will cover the entire project can 
be signed with the full funding philosophy that is reflected in 
this budget request. 

We of course included this project as a new start as we did 
in two pieces because of the difficulty in putting such a large 
project into the budget as a new start with full funding. We 
wanted to demonstrate for the committee that under full funding 
this is the way we would proceed on very large projects that 
might otherwise fall victim to this approach. So we worked very 



hard to try to figure out a way to get this project started and 
to fund an element of it with full funding up front, but at the 
same time recognize that we would have to come back later for 
the balance of the project. We are working with the local 
project sponsors and with OMB trying to work out a PCA that 0MB 
will approve and that will be acceptable to the local sponsors. 

Mr. Edwards. I appreciate your efforts on that. Is it my 
understanding if we use the standard funding process, that 
actually only $15 to $25 million rather than $119 million would 
be needed this year. Is that correct? 

Mr. Lancaster. I believe that is correct. 

General Fuhrman. The $15 million would be the number. 

Mr. Edwards. So under this budget plan, if we use the 
present procedures, you would actually free up perhaps $100 
million for other important priority programs in other parts of 
the country. Is that correct? If the committee did take that 
approach? 

Mr. Lancaster. If that was your decision, yes, Mr. Edwards. 

Mr. Edwards. Okay. Thank you. One other question on that. 
Under traditional funding policies, could the Corps sign a PCA 
for the entire project? 

Mr. Lancaster. If it were incrementally funded, yes. 

WALLISVILLE LAKE 

Mr. Edwards. Okay. On the Wallisville Lake project, what is 
the Corps' fiscal year 1998 capability for completion of the 
project, Mr. Secretary? 

Mr. Lancaster. I believe General Fuhrman can respond to 
that . 

General Fuhrman. Let me take that on. Let me preface it by 
a disclosure statement that although project and study 
capabilities reflect the readiness of the work for 
accomplishment, they are in competition for available funds and 
manpower Army-wide. In this context, the capability for that 
particular project by itself without reference to the rest of 
the program is $14.4 million. However, it is emphasized that 
the total amount proposed for the Army Civil Works Program in 
the President's budget is the appropriate amount consistent 
with the administration's assessment of national priorities for 
Federal investments, and the objectives of avoiding large 
budget deficits, and the serious adverse effect that Government 
borrowing is having on the national economy. 

In addition, the total amount proposed for the Army Civil 
Works Program in the President's budget is the maximum that can 
be efficiently and effectively used. Therefore, we could again 
utilize the amount of $14.4 million, but must realize that this 
would be offset from requirements. 

Mr. Edwards. If that amount, that $14 plus million is not 
funded, you would have to stop the project. Could you tell me 
for the record, what the cost of closing that project if it's 
not fully funded and completed? 

General Fuhrman. In the neighborhood of $12 million, sir. 

Mr. Edwards. So it would cost, similar to Mr. Rogers' 
questions, it would cost almost as much if not more, because I 
think there are some other costs that would associated with 
that. It could cost more not to fund the project than to fund 



it and complete it. Is that correct? 

General Fuhrman. Yes, sir. 

GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY 

Mr. Edwards. Very good. Another project, and none of these 
is in my district, but I think all are important for Texas. 

This particular one has implications for any trade along the 
intercoastal waterway, which obviously has a tremendous 
regional and national economic impact. 

It's my understanding, Mr. Secretary, that you have been 
working to try to develop a plan to protect the endangered 
whooping crane, but that plan is not funded in this particular 
budget. Do we get into potential legal problems if that project 
is not funded in this fiscal year with the Endangered Species 
Act? 

Mr. Lancaster. Possibly. 

Mr. Edwards. So in fact, it's my understanding that there's 
even a possibility that you could have, through court action, 
the shutting down of maintenance for the intercoastal waterway. 
Is that a possibility? 

Mr. Lancaster. That is a possibility, Mr. Edwards. 

Mr. Edwards. What kind of economic impact would that have, 
Mr. Secretary, if you were to stop maintenance and potentially 
stop travel on the intercoastal waterway? Do you have the exact 
figure? 

General Fuhrman. There's about 15 million tons of commerce 
that moves through that waterway, sir. 

Mr. Edwards. Okay. Great. The approved capability for 
fiscal year 1998 would be how many million dollars for this 
project? If you were given the funds, what could you use? 

General Fuhrman. Subject to the usual qualifications, sir, 
$17.6 million . 

Mr. Edwards. Okay. Very good. Mr. Chairman, thank you for 
your time and courtesy. 

RECOGNITION OF CONGRESSMAN FRELINGHUYSEN 

Mr. McDade. Thank you. The gentleman from New Jersey is 
recognized. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen . Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It's great to 
be on your committee and to be working with you directly. 

Secretary Lancaster, good morning. 

Mr. Lancaster. Good morning. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. One thing that's true about this 
meeting, it's hot as heck in here. I have been out in the hall 
to some other hearing, and it's about 15 degrees cooler. I'm 
not sure it's a good sign, Mr. Chairman, this clock is frozen 
at 9:00. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. You may be here for quite a long time, 
Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. McDade. In at 9:00 and out at 9:00. 

Mr. Lancaster. Mr. Frelinghuysen, at Chapel Hill, Dean 
Smith always keeps the arena very hot because his players are 
used to playing in that environment. The visiting team isn't. I 
wonder if that's what you folks are doing to us. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Stick around, you'll find out. 



SHORE PROTECTION 


Coming from the northeastern part of the United States, I 
know I speak on behalf of a lot of my colleagues that represent 
the New York, New Jersey metropolitan area. I specifically come 
from northern New Jersey. I would like to focus some questions 
on coastal protection in the first instance, and if time 
permits, the whole issue of dredging of the New York, New 
Jersey port area, which is critical to our economy in a big 
way, and something which is prevalent around the Nation, but 
certainly true in our part of the country as well, the whole 
issue of flood control. 

Let me throw a few bouquets though. I have had a very good 
working relationship with General Hunter and his staff. They 
are absolutely great, on the ball. They have served to educate 
me as a relatively new Member of Congress. They have worked 
very closely with our governor and other members of the 
delegation. But they have been absolutely great. I just wanted 
to bring that to your attention. 

Mr. Lancaster. Thank you. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen . Relative to coastal protection, why are 
so few coastal protection projects budgeted in the fiscal year 
1998 budget proposal, given the direction of Congress in the 
Water Resources Development Act of 1996? Let me quote from the 
House Report on WRDA 96, section 228, ''This section makes it 
clear that one of the missions of the Army Corps of Engineers 
is to promote shore protection projects that encourage the 
protection, restoration, and enhancement of sandy beaches. 
Subsection (a) is a declaration of policy which amends existing 
law in order to make it clear that it is the intent of Congress 
that the Federal government shall assist in those shore 
protection projects that involve the replacement of sand on 
beaches. 1 ' Why has the Corps decided to basically somewhat go 
against the will of Congress, as reflected in your budget? I am 
not the only Member on this committee that represents shore 
communities, but I would like to get your reaction to what we 
put in our budget last year. 

Mr. Lancaster. First of all. Congressman, this is not in 
any way a rejection of the Corps of Engineers of its 
traditional role in shore protection. In fact, this budget has 
$69 million in shore protection funds. However, these funds are 
not for new projects, but are for ongoing projects either that 
are under construction or for the periodic maintenance of the 
shore protection projects that is required under contracts that 
were entered into when the protection plans were implemented in 
these various communities. 

But it is that long-term commitment, in some cases as much 
as 50 years, in fact in most cases 50 years, and some as little 
as 35 years, that has the Office of Management and Budget and 
the Corps of Engineers concerned about the future of this 
program. In a constrained fiscal climate, and in one where we 
are trying to balance the budget and keep it balanced for the 
future, the long tail of shore protection is what creates 
significant problems for us in setting budget priorities when 
it comes to shore protection. 

Furthermore, it is these projects where there is the 



greatest likelihood that the economic benefits experienced by a 
community because of this Federal assistance would enable them 
to be a bigger player, perhaps do the whole pro j ectthemselves 
or perhaps look at a different way in which to create these projects. 
All of our other flood control projects in the Corps of Engineers 
require an up front Federal expenditure and local cost share for the 
construction of the project. But once that flood protection is put in 
place, it then becomes the responsibility of the local project sponsor 
to maintain those structures for the future. 

In shore protection, which is a flood protection project, 
in fact, the Federal Government continues for 35 to 50 years to 
play a part in the maintenance of the structures. Perhaps this 
committee needs to wrestle with this problem and to look at it 
in a different way. Perhaps it is time for local communities 
with the revenues that are generated by these beaches, to take 
on the full responsibility of maintenance, just as other 
communities take on the full responsibility of maintaining 
other flood control structures. 

These are all issues that need to be debated. We of course 
hope that we can be a part of that debate. But the fact of the 
matter is, if we are going to balance the budget and keep the 
budget balanced, we have to make some hard choices. Shore 
protection is one of those where this year there is not a new 
start. Last year there were two because of the unique nature of 
those projects. This year there happen not to be one ready to 
go forward. But there is still a strong commitment to shore 
protection, as is reflected by the $69 million that's included 
in this budget for that purpose. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen . So you are basically saying that you are 
not going to do anything new, but you are going to finish up 
what you have been doing in the past? 

Mr. Lancaster. That is correct. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. That's somewhat at odds with the 
direction we gave you, the specific direction we gave you last 
year. I would suspect that we would probably give you similar 
direction in budget language in this cycle. 

Mr. Lancaster. Well, we hope that as a part of the 
deliberations on that language we can debate how we go into the 
future with these plans, because as I indicated, the really 
difficult issue here is not the initial construction. Sometimes 
that is a fraction of the total life cost of these projects. 

When you consider that you are going to continue to put sand on 
a beach for a 50-year period on a periodic basis, that often 
times is the most significant part of the overall cost of these 
projects . 

So we hope that as we look at shore protection, we can 
perhaps look at new models that might take into account the 
benefits to the communities and the revenues that will be 
coming in, and look at a new way to fund these projects. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. But in reality, many states, including 
New Jersey, do put some of our own money into shore 
replenishment and protection. Your testimony is replete with 
references to the need to recognize the negative impact of 
disasters on communities, the economic support and activity 
that's negatively affected in many cases on an annual basis. I 
know that you have to juggle a lot of things given a limited 
amount of money, but it's certainly true to communities that 



depend on shore protection. 

I can tell you for the record that we are going to be right 
in there, plugging, obviously, for responsible actions within 
those States relative to those shore situations. But in the 
reality, we do send our fair share of tax dollars to 
Washington. It is very important to tourism to our area, as 
well as the costs associated with the devastation that comes 
from coastal disasters. We're talking about $15 or $20 billion. 
So it's a major hit to us. 

I have a specific question, Mr. Secretary, which may have 
to go to General Hunter. In the North Atlantic Division, were 
there any projects or studies reduced or phases not funded in 
the budget submission due to the administration's policy on 
shore protection? And could you provide the amount, those 
amounts needed in fiscal year 1998 for the record? 

Mr. Lancaster. I don't know if General Hunter is prepared 
or perhaps one of the members of this panel to respond, or it 
might be more appropriate to do that for the record if that 
would be acceptable to you. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen . That would be fine. 

Mr. Lancaster. We will provide that for the record. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. Frelinghuysen. I have a number of other questions that 
relate to coastal protection, if I could submit those for the 
record . 

Do I have some additional time or should we move on? 

Mr. McDade. We would be very pleased to have you move on. 
[Laughter . ] 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. All right. I want to get back on the 
second round if I can, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 

Mr. McDade. There may not be one, so if you need to keep 
going . 

NEW YORK-NEW JERSEY HARBOR 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. I will. I'll be brief. Relative to the 
New York, New Jersey harbor, the dredged and material disposal 
crisis last year, the Vice President announced a compromise 
agreement for addressing dredging needs in our harbor area in 
New York/New Jersey. Recently it's been reported in the press 
that this agreement is falling apart. Namely, permits are not 
being granted to dredge the harbor. It's my understanding that 
the Gore proposal called for the speedy issuance of a number of 
permits, maintenance dredging for 10 top priority Federal 
navigation channels by the end of 1997. I would like to know 
where we stand relative to this much touted agreement. Is it 
falling by the wayside? There is $75 billion involved in this 
port on an annual basis, lots of jobs. 

Mr. Lancaster. It is not falling apart. We always knew that 
there would be challenges in meeting the schedule, and there 
have been, and continue to be. A meeting was held yesterday in 



New York to address these challenges. We are putting the 
resources necessary from the Corps' perspective to get the job 
done . 

To be honest, some of the challenges are challenges over 
which we have no control. One is the capacity for testing of 
the dredge material before it is removed so that it can be 
classified. The labs are not as responsive as we had hoped. We 
hope that we can address this in other ways, but that is a 
serious problem. We also of course have to deal with other 
State, Federal, and local agencies. We hope that they have the 
same commitment to making this work that we do. The meeting 
yesterday reaffirmed that. We will look forward to their 
actions to back up the words of that meeting. 

We believe that if we all work together, that we can meet 
this deadline for completing the ocean disposal by September 
and continuing with the plan laid out. But there will be 
challenges. There's no question there will be challenges. It 
will require the cooperation of all levels of governmentand the 
private sector in order to meet these deadlines. But it is certainly 
not falling apart. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen . Yes. It's absolutely critical. I mean 
there is going to be a flight of these container shippers out 
of that area. It would be totally devastating to the New York/ 

New Jersey metropolitan region if we don't address that issue. 

But you are basically telling me that there's nothing that the 
Corps is doing that in any way is slowing down the process. You 
are working to expedite the process and get all the parties to 
the table. 

Mr. Lancaster. We are indeed. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. You are. For that I thank you. Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. I have additional questions, may I enter 
them into the record? 

Mr. McDade. Without objection. 

[The information follows:] 
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RECOGNITION OF MR. PASTOR 

Mr. McDade. The gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. After being gone two 
years, it's an honor to come back on the committee, and I look 
forward to working with you and my colleagues in a bipartisan 
manner . 

Mr. McDade. We're delighted that you are back. 

Mr. Pastor. Well thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate 
that. I just have a few questions. Though they appear parochial 
in nature, they have a national, in some case an international 
interest. So let me--I know we're getting close to lunch hour, 
so I'll ask my four questions. 

But first of all, I would like to thank Secretary 
Lancaster. I have to tell you that your Los Angeles District 
and your South Pacific Division and people from your office 



have been very cooperative, and I look forward to working with 
you and the two generals and all their staffs as we go forward 
with this subcommittee. So I would first of all like to thank 
you for all the cooperation you extended to me. 

I am also very happy to see that the Corps is pursuing 
environmental restoration projects. I think that's a new 
element that will have more attention, as I have learned from 
you and your staff. One of the projects that I have an interest 
in is the Rio Solado feasibility study. As you know, it is 
extremely important to the cities of Phoenix and Tempe that the 
Rio Solado project be included in the next Water Resources 
Development Act. Could you expedite the process to ensure that 
this project is included in the 1998 reauthorization of the 
Act? 

General Fuhrman. I don't have the answer to that question. 

I could provide it for the record or I could have General Capka 
answer it. 

Mr. Pastor. That's fine, if General Capka would like to do 
it. For the record, I would appreciate it. 

General Capka. Good morning, Mr. Pastor. 

Mr. Pastor. Good morning. General. 

General Capka. Yes. We have in fact taken a look at the Rio 
Solado project. It looks like right now we'll have the report 
ready by March of 1998, which would be in time for the WRDA 
1998. We have been ready to do that with some advanced 
coordination at all levels through the Corps. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you. General. Also, do you have a current 
estimate for the completion of the feasibility study? 

General Capka. Sir, the current estimate for the completion 
of the feasibility study is March of 1998. 

Mr. Pastor. March of 1998, okay. As you know. Congress has 
worked with the Corps in qualifying the section 1135 project 
for Tempe as part of the overall Rio Solado project. Could you 
give us a status of when these funds will be available? 

General Capka. Sir, we are looking at the 1135. I'm not 
sure right now whether that will be recommended since we do 
have a feasibility study looking at the project. As to whether 
or not and when those funds become available, of course they 
compete with other projects within the Corps. 

Mr. Pastor. As you can see, Mr. Chairman, we have been 
working well with the South Pacific Division. 

Another project that also is an environmental restoration 
project is in Tucson, Pima County. It's again innovative and, I 
think, an exciting project. It's the A j o Detention Basin. My 
question is, will you be able to initiate and complete a 
project modification report in fiscal year 1997? 

General Capka. Yes, sir. We will. 

Mr. Pastor. What is your capability for completing plans 
and specification, initiating construction in fiscal year 1998? 

General Capka. Sir, I don't have those specific details 
with me. If I could provide those for the record. 

[The information follows:] 

A j o Detention Basin 


A Project Modification Report is scheduled for initiation 
in March 1997 and completion in September 1997. There is an FY 



1998 capability of $2,775,000 for preparing plans and 
specifications and initiating construction. 

Mr. Pastor. I would appreciate it. As you know, we have 
been working with the Corps in trying to construct the 
pedestrian bridges over the Rillito River. We have had 
correspondence and communication with the Corps. My question 
is, do you have sufficient funds to initiate and complete 
construction for that project? 

General Capka. Yes, sir. We do. 

Mr. Pastor. And the last one, Mr. Chairman, is the Tucson 
drainage area feasibility study. It's a flood control plan 
that's being considered as part of the overall feasibility 
study. It's environmentally sensitive and it's an innovative 
design . 

My question is, do you see any problems of this being 
included in the next Water Resources Development Act in 1998? 

General Capka. Sir, the feasibility study is scheduled to 
be finished in July of 1997. With the feasibility study done by 
that time, we should be able to have that ready for the WRDA 
1998. 

Mr. Pastor. Okay. Mr. Chairman, I will have questions for 
the record. Thank you for your indulgence. 

QUESTION FROM CONGRESSMAN HORN 

Mr. McDade. Thank you. Mr. Secretary, I was contacted 
during the proceedings by Representative Steve Horn. Steve 
represents, as you'll recall, southern California. 

Mr. Lancaster. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McDade. And he has very deep interest in the Los 
Angeles County Drainage Area project. I am going to submit some 
questions to you. We would appreciate it if you would give me 
your detailed attention. 

Mr. Lancaster. We will. 

Mr. McDade. So that we may advise him. We have a series of 
other lengthy questions for you which we are going to give you 
and let you answer for the record. If there are no other 
questions, the committee will stand adjourned until 10:00 
tomorrow morning. 

We thank you all for your testimony. It was very helpful. 

Mr. Lancaster. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McDade. Thank you. 

[The information follows:] 
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